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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE __s2__M0NTH(S) FROM THE MAILING DATE 
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• Faflure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Applicant is reminded of the proper content of an abstract of the disclosure. 



The abstract should not be longer than 150 words. 



2. 



Claim 26 is objected to. Note the word "adjudgement" in line 2 of claim 26. 



Claim Rejections - 35 US.C. § 112 



3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming 
the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1 - 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112 second paragraph for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the applicant regards as their 
invention. Claims 1 - 34 are generally indefinite with many 1 12 second paragraph problems 
throughout which the applicant must correct in the next office action. A few examples of these 
problems follow: 

In claim 2, "comprises a time out mechanism after a data unit is sent" is indefinite. 

In claim 8, line 5, the phrase "a judgement that the given data unit" is indefinite. Claim 26 
is also indefinite (the use of a judgement of a judgement in the second to last line is confusing). 

In claims 15 and 31, the examiner cannot find any antecedent basis for either a single 
round trip time measurement, or a plurality of round trip time measurements. 

In claims 18 and 34, "the flow control" lacks antecedent basis, and "the response 
procedure not taken place" lacks antecedent basis as well, as does "the given data unit". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinar}' skill in the art to which said subject m.atter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1 - 8 and 19 - 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
applicants admitted prior art (hereinafter AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,493,316 to Chapman. 

With regard to claim 1, AAPA teaches on pages 1 - 5 (especially 4, paragraphs 3-5) 
dividing segments of data into packets, the use of acknowledgments (page 2, par. 3) a data loss 
detection mechanism comprising searching for duplicate acknowledgments (see page 5, bottom 
of paragraph 2) and a timeout feature (see bottom of page 4) and a flow control procedure that 
utilizes multiple modes for adapting parameters associated with the data loss detection 
mechanism, wherein the window size associated with the sending of the data may be made larger 
or contracted, the timer setting may be changed or left the same, and the data may be decided to 
be retransmitted or not. See pages 4-5. AAPA does not, however, teach these data loss 
correction methods operating together. Chapman et al teaches these mechanisms operating 
together. See col 5, lines 5 - 20. Note especially the relationship taught in col 5, lines 7-8, where 
the relationship between the timer and the window is discussed. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have provided AAPA with the simultaneous use of timeout/window size 
changes/retransmission in response to messages indicative of data loss (but may also be 
associated simply with congestion), in light of the teachings of Chapman, in order to further 
optimize flow control of the system by preventing the aggravation of conditions associated with 
congestion when it appears instead that packets are being lost in the system for other reasons. 

Claim (CI) 2: see the rejection above for timeout discussion. CI 3: sender monitor ACK's: 
see AAPA and col 5 lines 10+ of Chapman. CI 4: again see AAPA and col 5 lines 10+ of 
Chapman. CI 5: changing window size to make it larger after retransmission in response to 
duplicate acknowledgments is taught in col 7, lines 35+ of Chapman, and is also well known in 
the art. CI 6: see the discussion of time-out above. CI 7: see discussion of sliding windows above. 
CI 8: lost packets are discussed in col 4, lines 18+ of Chapman. With regard to claims 19-26, it 
is noted that the apparatus limitations are all present in the method claims discussed above. 
7. Claims 9-14 and 27 - 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
applicants admitted prior art in view of U.S. patent 6,493,316 to Chapman as applied above, and 
further in view of U.S. patent 6,247,058 to Miller et al. 

With regard to claims 9-10, AAP A/Chapman teach the invention as described above, but 
do not teach marking the units to distinguish an acknowledgment of an originally sent data unit 
from the acknowledgment of a retransmission of a data unit. Miller et al teaches distinguishing 
data units in a similar environment by time stamping them. See the abstract. It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have provided 
AAP A/Chapman with a means for distinguishing sent data units from retransmitted data units, in 
light of the teachings of Miller et al, in order to allow the sender and receiver to process the 
packets more efficiently. With regard to claims 1 1 - 13, the time stamp discussed above is well 
known to be typically implemented with the use of varying bit patterns (cl 1 1) of one, and often 
more than one bits (cl 12 and cl 13). Cl 14: The fact that Chapman teaches sending a new 
(original) packet for each duplicate acknowledgment would make obvious acknowledging the 
retransmission of the new packet if it were not properly transmitted. With regard to claims 27 - 
30, it is again noted that the apparatus limitations are all present in the method claims discussed 
above. See the rejection of claims 9-11 and 14. 

8. Claims 15 - 18 and 31 - 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
applicants admitted prior art in view of U.S. patent 6,493,3 16 to Chapman and U.S. patent 
6,247,058 to Miller et al as applied above, and further in view of U.S. patent 6,1 18,765 to 
Phillips. 

With respect to claim 15, AAP A/Chapman/Miller et al teach the invention as described 
above, but do not teach choosing the adaptive parameters based on time between retransmission 
and receipt of the first acknowledgment data unit. Phillips teaches (col 9, lines 1+) estimating 
RTT based on this value, and it is inherent that it is compared with the old RTT value since the 
old value is being replaced based on this new value. It is noted that Phillips teaches resending 
data until an acknowledgment is received in the same paragraph. It would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have provided 
AAP A/Chapman/Miller et al with a means for choosing the adaptive parameter based on time 
between retransmission and receipt of the first acknowledgment data unit, in light of the 
teachings of Phillips, in order to make the adaptive parameter more responsive to congestion 
conditions. With regard to claim 16, see the above, and note that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would find it obvious to fine tune the algorithm by choosing which adaptive parameter mode to 
use based upon particular values of the round trip time and time difference between 
retransmission and receipt of the first acknowldegement data. With regard to claim 17, see the 
rejection of claim 15, and note the use of a timer in Chapman in col 5, lines 5+. With regard to 
claim 18, note the use of the window flow procedure used in Chapman. With regard to claims 3 1 
- 34, it is noted that the apparatus limitations are all present in the method claims discussed 
above. 

9. Claims 1 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over applicants 
admitted prior art (AAP A) in view of PCT publication WO 98/37670 to Ramakrishnan. 

With regard to claims 1 and 19, AAP A teaches the invention as noted in claim 1 (see 
above), but does not teach two different modes for adapting a parameter which are adjusted to 
deal with the flow control. Ramakrishnan teaches an adaptive parameter (SACK) which is an 
acknowledgment which indicates which packets are in error. See page 2, lines 23+. 
Ramakrishnan also teaches that the SACKS can be sent after a number of packets have been 
received, or after a timeout period, or after a combination of both. See page 8, lines 30 - 35. It 
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would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to have 
provided AAPA with a dual means for adjusting the parameter which is used for flow control, in 
light of the teachings of Ramakrishnan, in order to make the parameter more flexible in adapting 
to congested conditions. 

Contact Information 

10. Examiner Blount may be contacted at the Patent Office between the hours of 
9:00 am to 5:30 P.M. Monday through Friday. His phone number is (703) 305-0319. 




